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ABSTRACT 

* • The Title^ I Evaluation and Reporting System (TI$RS), 

a part of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, 
provides models for unifdrm evaluation procedures and criteria to be 
used by local and state agencies and aggregated into a cohe?ive 
Federal: report. The report of data collected from 56 states and \ 
territories to t;he^. S. Department of Education is discussed. The 
districts covered, students Served, services 'provided and staff 
characteristics* are described with statistical ^data regarding the 
number '^f students served by grade level and by service area during 
the regular 1979-80 term in public schools^, non-public schools, and 
local institutions for neglected or delinquent children. The percent 
of title" I population served,, their ethaic characteristics, parent 
activity and full time staff participation ar£ described. Summer 
activities are included. The data -from grades two to twelve on 
student achievement levels and gains in .reading, mathematics and 
language arts 'are presented with^the effects of fall to spring test 
cycles. (CM) / * ' 
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Measuring the Effectiveness of Title I: A Summary of the 
, 1979-80 -State Title I Evaluation ■'Reports- - ' 

Judith; I. Anderson *4fr- f 

Department of Education : 

» . . March 1982 \' * ' 

» " * 1 

Title I of tfte Elementary and Secondary Education Act has-been pro- 
viding funds to State and local education* agencies since 1965 "to provide 
financial assistance ... to expand and improve .... educational programs 
... which contribute particularly* to meeting the special needs of educa- 
tionally deprived children"* (ESEA title. I, Section 101, P.L. 89-10, as 
amended). Title I is the largest Federal aid program in elementary * a nd 
secondary education ever enacted, with appropriations growing frdm $959 
million in FY J 966* to over three billion dollars jn FY "1980., / , 

Evaluation requirements Jiave been part of the law from itsibegipning, 
but no common reporting system was used. ^ (See Wisler arid Anderson;- 1979 
for a more detailed discussion of federal" eva'llfe-tion.' df Title I programs 
^ov^r the years.)* Data from State ajid local education agenpfes were not 
comparable, and Congress attetopted- to deal with the problem/of the 'lack of 
comparable^data- by enacting Section 1 5-1 bf ESEA Title I-'in'tfte. Education 
Amendments of 1974 (P%L. 93-380).* districts were required to evaluate 
the effectiveness of programs and su>bmit*their evaluations to the States, 
which in turn reported to the U.S. Commissioned of Education (now the 
Secretary of "Education). .The Commissioner was required to provide models 
for evaluation which included uniform procedures and criteria to be used 
by loea.l and State agencies. " * 

In 1974, tjte Department of Education (ED) awarded a contract to RMO 
Research Corporation to develop models for the reporting ^nd evaluation 
of. Title I projects. There were numerous constraints placed on the models 
due both to the nature of the Title J progra.ni and to the requirement that 
all local* education agencies would be rtquired*to submit evaluation re- 
ports. A first constraint was that since the Title I program was designed- 
to serve the neediest students in each eligible district, dnd since nearly 
all districts (14,000 out v of 16,000, with primarily only very small dis- 
tricts not receiving 'Title. I grants) had Titl^ I programs, most standard 
experimental designs calling for a comparison group of .unserved students 
were impossible-- indeed, illegal—to implement. A second constraint was 
that the majority of* districts, ytere sm^ll -and did ;no't have experienced 
evaluators or the resources to purchase' evaluation services. Thus, any 
reporting and evaluation 'system wqufd need to be relatively easy for dis- 
trict personnel .to understand and to implement and would need to be re- 
stricted to a bare minimum of information. Third, the data-from the dis- 
tricts needed to be easily aggregatable to allow for a cohesive ' Federal, 
report.- . . , m ' \ 

While trying to work within these constraints, RMC .and the Office 
of Education developed the Title I Evaluation' and Reporting System (TIERS) 
and its supplemental material. Numerous modifications were made^ to the 
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TIERS during review- by State and local education agency officia4s\ In 
1979, the Offjce of Education published regulations outlining the evalua- 
tion, models, and-after the normal review procedures, the regulations became 
fihal. 'The components- of TIERS include: • , v 

o three evaluation models plus- options for alternative models, 



a reporting ' system, 
*tiorr f 



i ncl udi ng descripti ve *i nf ormation x i nf orma 




if*** 



o supporting documents , Including a handbook of instructions for 
reporting, a policy manual, and te ^he Eva lug tors 1 References , a-nd 

o technical standards.* ■ %. ' 



" k\\ Sfca^js W4j7e "rSquireU .to-.coTlept the,, required* information from' 
• ^ejr^drstricts, compile the J oca 1 report's' into a "state* report , and subnet 
/thet rapgrt.-W tKe federal goveifnm^ni crSing the commba' evaluation system*. 
*' Yfitf%fTrst; year of uniform implementation- of T4ERS was -the 19^9-8p* schobl," 
,yeari ,Yfftff reports being- sent to # the Qffi.de of Education (now the Depart - 
♦meat Vf ^Education) by Fe^ruar^ 1, 1981. ,A -second report is due from the 
States on February 1, "1983; and will contain data- .from* both the 1980-8V 
'' arid 1981-82" school' yeWs. . * • ' " , - * D - ■ 

- By August, of '1981-, ,ED' t#d received reports , from arl T State Education 
Agencies :.with title T projgrams. Information on «the, characteristics of 
students served, ttie nature'of the services provided, and the numbers and 1 
^characteristics of others (staff, pa rerits, and administrators) who work -in 
Title I was collected using a form commonly called the- TIERS fornj. .Reports 
were received frpm SEAs throughout the-spring ^ nd summer of 1981 and numer- 
ous revisions were made as, State and FedieraT personnel reviewed the forms 
during the. summer and' fall. In October, the decision was mad o e. to procede 
-with analysis. / k . • * - 



■l ( -"> I * Participation Information 

* , Participation information was received frpm all *50 states, the Dis- 
trict of CpTfumbia. Guam, Puerto Rico, the Tru£tr"Territories q| the Pacific 
Islands, the 'Virgig 'Islands, , and the Bureau of -Indian Affairs. Information 
\ *o>i tfre* characteristics of students served, the nature of the services^ 
] provided, and the number and* characteristics of , others (staff, parents/ 
\ and administrators) who workJn Title I yas collected. Often SEAs had not 
\colJected particular'inf ormation fsuch*as ethnic dataj or had not collected 
" Thfprmati^n ?n the required form (such as not reporting staff in full-time 
^equivalents). For the first time, however, ED had comparable data from 
each State, and the quality, of data submitted was probably higher that 
that received in previous years. 

- Number Served by Grade, Level During the ftegulaV Term • . 

States A wene required to report the number of Title I participants 
'during the regular term of 1979-80 1 by public and nonpublic designation and 
grade level.. Participants >n local 1 , but;, ndt State, institutions for 
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•neglected or delinquent children were ,to be included. Any student who 
received any amount of Title I funded instruction in a subject matter 
area was considered to be a paYticipant, and each student' was to be counted 
only once regardless of the number of subject matter areas in which he or 
she received instruction'. Participants in ungraded classes were to be 
assigned to grades, on the basis of age at the -beginning of the school 
year. (See the Handbook: Instructions for 'Title I Reporting , 1980 for 
complete information.) ~ 7 ' ~'f ~ 

Oata were received frQm all -56 'SEAs' (see Table I). However, some SEAs* 
reported pupils in ungraded classes in' the. totals but not in the individual^ 
grades /and some SEAs did not report local Negl ected„ or Delinquent pcpgra-m 
students by grade level . and^pubTic/nojipubl ic designation; - tfiere&ore the 
rows and 'columns . in .Table 1 will hot .add to- the total • .number served". 



, ■ • S ' Ta"ble 1 . " 

Number of Regular. Term TitteH Participants by 
Grade Level and Publtc/Nonpublic .Status during 1979-80 



Grade ' Public • Nonpublic 

' ""Number A "XT' ■ Number (.%) 

* 

Prekindergarten -61,587 ( 1) 677 *(0.4) 

Kindergarten 293,182 x '( 6) '6,666 ( 4). 

1 , 616,131 (12) 20,9*17 (11) " 

2 - .' 666,218 (13) 26,849. . ( 14) 

3 673,650 - (13) * 27,439. • (, 14) 

4 616,716 (12) 25434 ( 14). 
"5 " 601,055 (12) 23,^04 ( 12)- 

6 • " .-501,515 (10") 20,6.75 ('11)* 

7 " 383,588 ( 7) . 13/486 (' 7) 

8 ' ' • • 312,929 ( 6) 10,585 ( 6), 
<9 212,465. ( 4) 6,374 N (: 3) 

' 10 1 122,516 ( 2) 5,005 ' .( 2) 

11 . 69,100 " ( 1) 1 ,797, ( lj ' 

12 . 40,283 • i 1) ' 1,176 ( 1) 

Total 5,170,935 (100) 188,884 (100) 

Total 1 - * 5,173,718 - ' • 189,654 

(including ungraded) * m /> 

S 1 : 

1 Some SEAs reported pupils, in ungraded classes in the totals but not 

in individual .grades;'" * ' • ♦ \- 

- 2 _„ Some SEAs did not report -focal N ^r D students.- by grade leveTand 

public/nonpubltd designation.^ ' ^ ' • 

; ■ • ,<\ • :•• . 



Total 


. Number 


( XL 


• 62,234 


( 1) 


299,848 


•( 6) 


• 637,048 


(12) 


• 693,067 


(13) 


701,089 


'03) 


' 642,550 


(12) 


624,459. 


(12) 


522,190 


(io)- 


397,074 


( 7 ! 


323,514 


( 6) 


218,839 


( 4) 


' 125,521 


( 2^ 


' . 70,897 ' 


( 1) 


• 41,459 


(1) 


5,359,819 


'(100)- 


5,402',341 2 





During 1979-80, approximately, 5.4 million students were served by 
programs funded by Title I grants to- local education agencies* Approxi- 
mately 3.5 percent of these students were in nonpublic schools, N and the 
majority, both in public and " nonpublic schools, were in the elementary 
grades. Approximately 7%% of public school participants and 76% of non- 
public school participants were in grades. 1 through. 6. 0nly«8% of par- 
' tici pants were in grades 9 through 12, and 7% were in^prekindergarten and 
ki ndergar ten programs, — - — ' > 

Public school participation . Forty-four'^ SEAs reported serving public 
school students at the prekmdergarten level. However, the majority of 
these SEAs served small numbers of students; only 23 SEAs served more than 
500 -students at/the prekindergarten level.- fifty-four SEAs served students 

.at the kindergarten*' level ; 41 served more than' 500 kindergarten students. 
All -56 SEAs^eryed students -in grades 1 through 3, all but one SEA (the 
District of Columbia) served students in grades 4 and 5, and all but two 
SEAs (D.C. and Guam) served- pubJ\c school students in grade 6. At the 
junior high and'high school levels the number of students served decreased 
rapidly, especially at the higher grades. \n grades '\Z > only 40,283 public 
school students were served by Title I programs. 

* . » 

Nonpublic school participation . Fourteen SEAs reported serving , 
nonpublic sghool students at the prekindergarten level; only 677' prekin- 
dergarten student? were served nationwide. Thirty-fiv^ SEAs served kinder- 
garten students, and all' SEAs except the BI-A (which, would not be expected 

, to serve nonpublic school students) served students at some combination of 
grades 1 through 12. Nonpublic participation decreased rapidly after 
grade 8,. however, and in 'grade 12 only 1,176* students in 27 SEAs were in 
Title. I programs/ . . 

» * - Participation in local institutions for the neglected or', delinquent . - 
SEAs reported the total number of Title I participants during 4 the regular 
tefcm In local, but not State, institutions for neglected 'or delinquent 
children. .Each student wa*s „to be counted once regardless 1 of the number of 
times he or she entered a local institution^ for* neglected or .delinquent 
children. Forty-two SEAs reported serving a total of 7L;3(>4 students. 
The range of the number of students served was from 41 to 33,59j9. Twenty 
States reported serving more than 500 students and 13 k reported serving 

. fewer than 250 students. 

Nufnber of Students Served During the Regular Term by Service /frea 

SEAs" reported .the number of. Title-.I participants durfng the regular 
term by type- of . service and public, - nonpublic, and local neglected or" 
'delinquent designation. Table 2 presents this information. Service areas 
were divided into instrutti'ona.l^areas aTid supporting areas. Instructional* 
areas include * 'EngJish to limitdti-EngVish speaking students, reading, 
English language arts other than reading or services ^to ljnrited-Eng]ish 
speakfng, mathematics, * vocational education, special activities for the 
^handicapped, and other. Other instructional areas intTude such^areas as 
''natural sciences, .social sciences' and social stu£h'es, a business, health,* 
safety, driver and physical education, and incIustriaT arts* Supporting 
areas include the following: attendance, social .work, guidance, and psy- 
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activities, 
, activities. A student 

each instructional area in which he or she received services. A student 
counted ooce for each category of supporting services that he or she 



either between 
'was counted 



home and 
once for* 



was 
received. 



y .All except; 'one SEA (the.BIA) reported the number of students served 
by service area'/ Based on the 55 SEAs tyiich reported this -4fif ormation, 
4,197,336 (78%) \of the TitJe I participants received services in reading. 
The second most common area for services was .mathematics (2,483,044 stu- 

Hents, or 46%), \The -three ;next most common^ are^s, health services (28%), 
language arts (19%), and qther instructional services (19%), together 
' served fewer studerits than were* served by ^reading? Th'e fewest students 
were served by" programs^ in vocational education ^ohTy 7 SEAs. reported ^ 
% programs in' this « area) and special ^ctivit\es for the handicapped (14* 
-SEAs reported programs). 



Public school pa 



\ticipants . In 1979-80, 
in Title I. Over 
services in 



\eading continljed to be the 
r\pur mi 11. ion public §clf6oV 
*a~diftg. Mathematics,, with 



most common service area 
* Title *I_ stude-nts ( 79% )\ received 
over 2.3 million stucJenVs 'served (47%), was secdnd, and health and nutri- 
tion, with over 1.5 million students (29%), wasythird. Over one million 
students i^portedly -were served by other inst\ructional areas; three- 
quarters of, these students were jri oqe State (California), which reported 
that the students in this category primarily received multicultural ser- 
vices. Other common a^JS were language 3,rts programs* in Spanish (Puerto 
Rico)- aid early chiL^mood projects. 

Nonpublic 'schfiol participants . Nearly 190, 000 \ nonpublic* students 
'\ received Title I /services, during the regular term \of 1979-80. Seventy- 
eight percent of nonpubl?c\ Title I participants received services i/i. 
reading. This percentage is\comparable 16 the percentage of public school 
Title I students who receive' Wading. The percentage! of Title I students 
who receive mathematics instruction funded by Title I wa<$ 36% for nonpublic 
.versus 47% for public students. No more tha,n 9% of tne nonpublic Title I 
students received services iri\any of the other instructional or support, 
services. 

4 Participants in local institutions 'for the neglected or flelinquent . 
Over 71,000 students t were reported to have been served by Title I programs 
in local institutions' for neglected or delinquent .children. More of these 
students (49%) received services . in reading than in \ any other, area 
Approximately 30% of the students received Title I ma the 
no more than n% of the students, received , services in 
•instructonal <5r suppprt area. \ i 



t>ics instruction; 
ny of the other 



Percent of Population Served? by Tit\le I 



In order to obtain an es\imatie of the percentage 
students who were served by Title I\ programs (Table Sj, 
tary and secondary public school enrollment: in "the* fall of\ 1978 (National 
^Center for Education Statistics figures) was uSed. The -enrollment inclu- 
ded the 50 states pjus the District \OT Columbia.. ^Enrollm^nt figures for 
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)e total elemen- 
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In order to obtain an es\imatie of the percentage 
students who were served by Title I\ programs (Table Sj, 
tary and secondary public school enrollment: in "the* fall of\ 1978 (National 
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the fall of 1979 were not' available at the tiirte the analyses were made for 
the 1979-8Q Title I data.} During the 1979-80 school year, thereUwere 
4,929,504 Title I students from .the 50 spates* plus the District of Colum- 
bia; using the* 1978 enrollment as an estimate.of the 1979 enrollment, it 
can be estimated 'that approximately 11.6% public school* students were 
served by Title I. Estimates were not made by grade level but it is spec- 
ulated thatr a larger percentage of students were* served at the lower-grades 
than at the higher grades. The percentage of students served varied across 
States' from 4% to 26%. .The 14 states with State compensatory education 
programs serving populations .similar to' Title I served ll.*9% of their 
students with Title I. programs; States without such state compensatory 
education programs served 11.2% of their students by Title I. 

Nonpublic institutions served 189,654 students in^itle I programs in 
1979-80. NCES figures, for ,1978-79 estimated that there were 5,085,633 
( private school students. Therefore, the approximate percentage of non- 
public school students served was 3,7%. » 



Table 3> 

Percent'of Students in. Title I' Programs in States- With and Without 
State Compensatory Education Programs 



Number of FY 80 1978 



Public School 


School 


Percent 


Served in 


Title I 


Title I ^ 
Students 


Enrollment 


< 

Average 




Range 


States with 

state compensatory 

education programs 


2,584,522 * 


21,640,352 


11.9 


6.6 


- 18.6 

1 


States without 
state compensatory 
education programs 


2,344,982 


20,919,584 


11.2 


4.0 


- 26.3 


All 51 States 


4,929,504 


42,559,808 
> 


nt6 


4.0 


- 26.3 



Ethnic Characteristics of Title 'i Participants 

States were asked v ta record the number of 'Title. I students during the 
regular term Recording to #ive ethnic groups: American Indian or Alaskan 
Native, Asian or Pacific Islander, Black not Hispanic, Hispanic, and White 
not Hispaaic. Earch . student was to, be counted in only one group. Nine 
SEAs did not report "ethnic group information, and other States used esti- 
mates or had incomplete •■mfocmation. Table 4 presents the ethnic group 
characteristics of Title' I students for the reporting SEAs and for all 
SEAs ysing estimates for the missing data. The missing data were estimated 



8 



\ Table 4 ' 

Ethnic Characteristics of Title. I Participants 
'During -the Regular School Term in 19|9-80 

» . 



All reporting SEAs^ 

Ethnic Group 

White, Not Hispanic 
Black, Not Htspanic 
Hispanic , • 

Asian or Pacific islander 
American Indian 



Number 

2,490,868 
1,399,044 
. 768,542 
98,207 
93,785 



•(51) 
(29) 

111 

( 2) 



All SEAs^ 



Ethnic Group 

White, Not Hispanic 
Black, Not Hispanic 
Hispanic 

Asian, Pacific Islander, 
or American Indian ' » 



Number 


"ISL 


2,947,006 


• ' (55J 


1,466,83? 


(27) 


774,529 


.(14) 


192,577 


( 4) 



5_ Nine SEAs did not report ethnic breakdowns.' 

£ State population data were used to estimate missing information. 



by. use of 1970 Bureau of Census 'population estimates to proportion the 
TitlS I students into ethnic categories. This procedure will probably 
overestimate the 4 number of non-Hispanic* White Jitle I participants. 

*f Based qn available information, it is estimated -that slightly "over 
' one-half- of . Title I participants during the regular term of 1979-80 were 
non-Hispanic wh.ites, slightly more than one-quarter 'were non-Hispanic 
Blacks*, between -one-seventh and one-sixth were Hispanic, and less than 
five percent were Asian, Pacific Islander, or American J ndian. 



* Title I Parent Activity 
» % - 

- Tabled presents information 
activities. Over 272,000 elected 
were parents of Title I students; 
school students. People who are f . 
serve as members of school advisory councils, as long as 
council members are parents of Title I children; No 
collected the number of other members; however, since 
etected members of councils received training related to 



on pa rent' 
members of 
only V9,000 
not. parents 



participation in Title I 
school .advisory councils 
were parents of nonpublic 
of Title I children may 
the .majority of 
information was 
' nearly 399,000. 
school advisory 



Table 5 , v 
Title I Parent Activity Information for T979-80 



Adyisor^ Councils 
* * 

Number' of elected members of a school advisory council who: 



were parents ofTttle I public school students 
were' parents of Title I nonpublic school students 
received training related to school advisory council 
activities 

V 

Number of local education agencies that provided Titfe I 
funds for advisory council activities > * * 



272,556' 
19J390 

'398,952 



„ 6,624 



Parent Activities k • * 

Number of parents of Title 'I students' involved in the following Title I 
•activities: , . 

project* planning, implementation, and/or evaluation- : . v387,255 

volunteers in the Title 1 classroom , • , : 126,238- 

volunteers in Titled activities outside the 4 * 

Title I classroom . - * . : 90,410 

Number of other parents involved in the activities lifted * 163,322 

Average nCimber of people who attended school advisory council meetings: 

Meaji : 13. 8 * 

Range: 4.0 - 115.9 , . / 

' ; w 



councils,' it can be inferred ifhat at least 107,000 elected members of 4 
school advisory councils were/not parents of Title I students. Over 6600 
local education agencies provided Title I funds /for advisory council 
activities. The average number 'of people attending school advisory coun- 
cils wa^l4. This' number includes parents of Jutle I and ^non-Title I 
students as well as community .personnel , school personnel, and any other 
individuals who attended the meetings. 

Large numbers of parents of Title .1 students also were involved in 
Title I activities sucli as project planning, implementation, and. evalua- 
tion (387,000), Title I classroom . volunteers (126,000),, and volunteers 
in Title I activities outside th*T1tle\j classroom (90*000),i Over 16,3,000 
other parents also were involved in these activities. / 



I*. 
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. * ' Title I Staff , • * , . . ' 

• ^ -f " " . : 

Tabled '.presents the number, tff .staff members employed full-time* in 
Title I, projects. 'Staff members*' Who .worked, fjor Title # I projects ^for a 
greater percentage -of time than they 'were paid with Title I funds, were* 
counted irwterms of the amount of time they worked in Title I,: not the 
amount of .Time they -were paid By .Title I. (For example, if a teacher 
'worked full-time in a Title I •.project, but 25£ of his salary, was 'paid 
with district funds and 75% with Title I funds,^the teacher would be 
counted as one full-time equivalent, not/ .75 FTE.) Staff members were 
recorded in seven categories: administrative staff, teachers, teacher 
aides, curriculum specialists, staff providing supporting services (such 
as social work., guidance, psychological counseling, health, ^utrition, 
attendance, library, speech pathology, audiology, evaluation, and psycho- 
logical testing services); clerical staff, and other ([e.g., accountants* 
bookkeepers, custodians ^%hicle operators, food service personnel). 

• Over 200,000 *fiiW-time-equi valent staff members', or' one for approxi- 
mately every 27* Title L students,* served the title -r program -during the 
regular term of 1979-80*. Thirty-nine percent of the staff members were 
.teachers and 46% were teacher abides; thus 85% of the. staff were directly 
-involved wittt providing educational services to Title- 1 children^/ 



'.' Table 6 ' * ^ , . * 

' V Number of Staff Employed in Title I Projects . % 

During the 1979-80 Regular School Term in Full-Time Equivalents 

• * * * 

Job Classification ' Sv ' Full-time Equivalents, .„( %) 



Admfni strati ve Staff • ** 6,312.0 .. » ( 3) 

Teachers . . • 78,494.8 , (39) • 

Teacher Aides ^ •' 91,457.2 « (46) 

-Curriculum Specialists' ; 6,241.8 ■ (,3) . 

Staff Providing "Supporting' Services 6,303.7 * •/ ( 3) 

Clerical Staff . 5,076.4 . .( 3) . 

..Other x 0 ( " 6,607.6. . ( 3) 

Total 200,493v&. TlOOT 



Table 7 presents the number of /staff members who received Title I- 
funded training any time between July 1 : , 1979' and June '30, 1980. Staff 
are classified into two groups: * those- whose., salaries are paid primarily 
by Title I funds. (Title I Staff) and those whose salaries are not .paicl 
by Title I funds (Non-Title I Staff). Only staff whtfhad received either 
inrservice'or pre-service Title I funded training that was sponsored by 
the school or by the local education x agency, were counted* not those who 
had received* training sponsored by the State. 



Ov»er aOfl,OTJO staff members received/ Title r funded training spon- 
sored by either the school or local education/agency, and nearly 186,000 
(62%«) were Title I staff members. It is not possible* to compare directly 
the number of staff members employed and the number trained since J^he 
former number is in FTEs -and the latter number is .not.. However, if the 
nunfcer of FTE employees* is used as Vminimum' figure . (iie. , an FTE 'count 
of 200,494. means that there are at least 200,494 people employed, <&nd 
although in all probability there, \re many more than that, one has no 
easy method* of determining hdw many more from the data available) we can 
obtain an upper^bound estimate in* the 'percentage of Title I staff trained, 
which is 93 percent. m 



* 



* \ , • Table 7 , . • / 

Number .of S$aff Receiving Title rounded Training' 

Between July 1, 1979 r and June 30, 1980 " x 



Job Classification * 

. \ • * 


— j 

• Title I ' 
Staff . 


■v 

Non-Titfe I 
Staff 


Total -\ 


Administrative Statf^. 

Teachers . * * . 

Teacher Aides 

G u r ri cu 1 urn- 5 pec i a 1 i s t s 

Other: 


, 6,893 
. 79,096 
85,836* 
• 4,601 
9,243 


•10,387 
.85,620 
*5,892 
■1\642 

10,764 • 


1.7,280 
164,786V 
- 91,728 
6,243 
20 ,-607 ■ 


i ■ 

Tata! 14 ' 

K ^ 


185,996.^ K ' 


U'4,375* 


* 

; 300,3*1* . 



7 One. staje, did not report staff by job classification; therefore,* the 

totalis not the sum of "the numbers in ea'ch category. 

- — : 1 * r ' • ' * 

Summer -Term Activities • ; 

SEAs were requested to-'submit information- on the number of students 
served by grade level and ' public/nonpubl ie designation-, the mlmber of 
students served t>y service area , , student * ethnic group counts, and the 
Wmber of staff employed .by jo)) classification, for 'the summer term of 
W80. The summer term was defined to be that period of* time directly 
following the regular ' school year of ' J 979-80* Information ^on summer 
school programs was less complete than information on Jthe~ regular schcfol 
year and in many cases, the numbers shauW be 'considered lfower bounds. 
Eight SEAs did' not report on summer terni actl^itiSs.. * Thrfeestated 'that 
there^were no summer programs, one stated^ t)iat v "the summer j>o>granu was 
very limited and no information was available, and it. was unclear from 
the reporting form§* submitted, by the o other four ^SEAs -whether % o»\ not 
there were summer programs. # . , 
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Participants * Based on the information deceived (see Table 8), over 
314,000 students participated in % Title I programs during the summer. 
Nearly 12,00(J of tjiese students were i.rr nonpublic schools. The majority, 
71%, were in* grades l 4 to 6; only 4% percent were in grades 9 to 12*. Of 
these students, 6f39 were in *\oca\ /institutions for the neglected or 
delinquent in 24 SEAs.\ • 

* Servftes provided . Table 9 provides infestation' on participation* by 
service area. A majority of the students received instruction in reading 
(66%) or mathematics (63%). Only five. SEAj reported proyiding vocational 
services, and only five reported providing special services for r the/hand1- 
capped. 

Staff employed . Summer school Title I staff were classified in four 
categories: administrative .staff,, teachers, teacher x aides, and other. 
Over 31 ,000-fTE staff members (see*Tal}le 10) were employed in Title I pro- 
jects, or roughly one for .every .ip x Title I participants. The majority of 
the staff members, 84%, were .teachers or teacher aides. x 

< . 

* ?• 
.' Table 8 

* 

Number of Title I Participants During the Summer Term 
» . in ,1979-80 by Grade Level and Pub! ic-Nonpubl ic. Designation 8 



Grade 



Public 
Number 



Nonpublic ' 
Number ( %Y 



Total 



Number^,' 



'Prelafldergarten 
Kindergarten 

l- M 
2 

3 • 
.4- 
5 
•6 

7- . 

8 

9 

10 
• ll 
12 ' 

,* 

Total 



.7 
; 1'4 
■46 
51 
4.7 
32 
28 
21 
14 
' 9 
6 
3 
,2 
"1 



,241 

,818 

,523 

,682. 

,922' 

,326 

,640 

,677 

,594 

,268 

,491' 

,680 

,326 

,232 



3% 

5)-. 

re) 

18U'*. 
17)~ 

ll) : 
) 

V 

1) 
--) 
-.-■) 



210 . 
-^1,858' 
. 1,488 

1,568 * 
. 1,620 
. -1,4.78- ' 
, l;244' 

jnhK§ - 

395 

22-2 , 
-, 238$ 

- :i48 - 

• .36 



-( 2) . 
(15) • 

: (12) • 

'(13) 
,(13) 

/ft?) 

(10) 
( 9J 
(•4) 

( 2) 
( 2) 
( 1> 
(-) 



7, .451 
16';676 
48 ,011 • 
53,250' 
49,542- 
:^33-,«04 
29,884? 
2'2,7-lK 
• T5\063~£ 
9,663 
6, '713 
''-3,918 
.,; 2,474/y 
1,26 



288,420 (100) 



12,008 (100) \ <,300,4 



Total including 301,422^ 
all ungraded and N"or D 



12,816- 



314,252 




Data 'are incomplete due to incomplete reporting and represent a lower *> 
bound on -the actual number served, >- ' [ ' 
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Table 9 

° * • » 

* ^1 « 

Titl¥ I Participation by Service Area for the 



'Service Area 

i, V 



Public ~ 
Number ( %) 



1979-80 SunwvSchobl Term 
Type of Participation /\ Total 



Nonpublic 
Number ( IT 



Loearl N or Pi > 
Number ( %) - Kumber j %) 



instructional 

Reading * 194,018 

Mathematics « 189,616 

Other / 85,142 

Language Arts ' 44,086 

Limited English ' 45,370 

Vocational 955 
Special for Handicapped 382 

Supporting - - ' $ 



Transportation 
Attendance 
Other , 
Health 



90,559 
&L.688 
68,899' 
44,737 



(66) 
(64) 
(29) 
(15) 

(--) 
(-) 



(31) 
(24) 
(23) 
(15). 



9,170 • (72) 

6,204 (48), 

1/958 (15) 

1,484 a (l'2) 

173 .( 1) 

29 (--) 

15 (-) 



5,352 
894 
279 

2,156 



(42) 
( 7) 
C2) 
(17) 



Total Number Served 295,303^ • 12,816 



c4,58V'(75) 
3,114 (53) 

832 
." 780 
24 

118 

• 0 



(14) 
(13> 
(--) 
( 2) 
C") 




87,932 
46,350 
45,567 
1,102 

397 



(66) 

28 1 
(15) 

(15) 
(...) 

(-) 



250 (12) 
656J11) 
344 ( 6), 
301 ( 5)-' 

6,139 



95,683 (30) 
73 , 237 (-23) 
.69,522 '(22) 
47,194 (IS) 

314,252. . 



This number is an estimate obtained- by subtracting all local Neglected 
or Delinquent participants from the total number of Public' partici- 
pants. Since some local Neglected or -Delinquent participants may be 
in Nonpublic institutions, the number is an underestimate. For the 
same reason, the number of Nonpublic participants is an overestimate. 
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Table 10 

Number of Staff Empfoyed in Title I Projects During 
the Summer Term of 1979-80' in' Full-Time Equivalents 



Job Classification 


Full -Time 






Equivalents- 




Administrative Staff 


T- 1 ' 

1,214.5 ~ 


*: ( 4) • 


Teachers 


18,612.6 


(59) 


Teacher Aides • 


7,992.4. 


(25). ^ 


0£her 


3,738.5 


- (12) - , 


Total " 


31,558.0 


. (100) 


i" 


<** 
t 

14 


0 

♦ 



Student Achievement * ^.J^ 

^ All 56 State education agencies were required to submit* achievement 
information for reading, 'mathematics, and language arts programs in grades . 
2 through T2* SEAs^/iad the option of reporting data from all of th6ir 
local education agencies (LEAs) or from a 'sample of one-third of the LEAs. 
Twenty SEAs reported on a sample of thei/ LEAs, anfr their test data were 
weighted by a factor of'three far all analyses.* In a few cases, ^inclusion 
of a large city .in 4 the sample may have/ caused the sample to be' wetgh^ed 
too heavily, but the,. overall effect of zhvs should be>n)in.imal • * * *' 

I < . ' ■ 

Achievement information was Reported separately by subject ^gY^de, 

and test interval but was combined /across test and modef* f or the._ state 
aggregate. Virtually all LEAs were Reported to be using the norm- referenced 
model, Model A. (See Horst, Tallmadge, and Wood, 1975 for. a description 
of the' models.) For this report, only- data from the -50 'stages an^ the 
District of (^lumbia were analyzed* • 
* * *■«- 

SEAs reported, for each gifade, test cycle, and" subject " combination, 
membership, the number of students with both pretest and posttest scdres, 
the weighte/ mean posttest score in Normal Curvfe Equivalent units (NCEs), 
and the weighted mean^gain i*n NCEs. The NCE is a vstandard score metric 
with a mean of 50 and a standard deviation* of 21.06. 'The use of a stanclard 
score metric allows arithmetical computations of the data which woDld not 
be*pos'sible with percentiles. • \ 

* In addition to the, sjtate aggregate information in grades 2 ,th/pugh 12, 
SEAs reported project-yVe/Vel information for grades 2, 6, and 10. Project 
'.level information inciuplfed an LEA identification code, a project code, a 
subject matter code,, a^updef-test intervai code,' hours per week of instruc- 
tion, /the tQtal number "of hours of project instruction, the student-to-^ 
•instructor ratio, membership, the number of students with pre- and posttest 
scores, the mean posttest NCE score, the mean NCE gain, and a posttest 
identification code. 

Th§ State aggregate data for each subject matter area are discussed 
separately below. Three types of -scores' are used in the discussion: NCEs, 
percentiles, and a percent additional growth index. Pretest, posttest, > 
and gain scores are reported in NtEs; the pretest NCE score was obtained 
by subtracting the gain NCE from the posttest NCE. Federal NCE data are 
weighted averages of the State level NCE information. The percent addi- 
tional growth index is the amount of observed growtfi beyond the growth 
required to maintain a particular achievement^ level' from pretest to post- 
test. Since different expected growth values are found across different 
tests, an average^ figure based on fj*ve commonly used tests was used here. 
(See Gabriel, 1981 for a,icomplete 'discussion of norm- referenced growth 
expectations.) Growth expectations decrease with increasing grade levels; 
therefore tfye same NCE gain would translate into a greater percent addi- 
tional growth at a higher $rade level than at a lower one. A perqent 
additional growth of zero would indicate that the students had gained no 
more*or less than expected; a gain of 25%, would be' 25% greater, growth than 
expect83,and a gain -of -25% would show a rate of growth only ^three- 
quarters -as great as expected without . the program. Caution should be 
exercised when interpreting these figures. 



Tfest Cycle Effects . * 

: Different patterns of results were f/)und for students tested on a^ 
fall-to-sgring schedule (typically October to flpVil) and those tested on 
,an annual schedule (typically April t6 April). The gains ^for students 
^tested annually are uniformly lower-than the Jjains for students, tested ? 
' ^fall-to-spring. The pCsttest scores- shcfW a tendehpy to be similar for the 
two groups; therefore, the pretest scores terat^o be lower for the ~fa Ti- 
to-spring test group. The differences^- in annual and fall-to-spring, test 
results have been ndted .in numerous evaluations. Some of the reasons * 
postulated include the following: student forget what they have learned 
during the school year over the summer, diYferent student populations/ 
are tested annually as opposed to. fall-to-spring, a greater proportion 
of program participants are included in fall-to-spnng evaluations, 
-anomalies in' test norms, and greater accountability in annual testing 
programs. * ^ % s : ' y f 

Achievement Level and Gains ^ 

Tables 11 through 16 show the achievement level and gains of students, 
included'ln the -evaluation 'of reading math%netics, and language arts 
programs. The figures provjWejT in\ these* tables are M\e— weighted average 
of the state data provided. Tables, 18 through ,21 present theVminimum, 
^maximum, and median values reported by s£ate for reading and mathematics. 
Only SEAs with at least 100 students with pretest aTid posttest' information 
were included in the Tables 17 through 20. / * 

Reading. Students tested on an annual • resting cycle showed modest 
positive gains at all grade levels except* grades 10 and 11. The; largest 
gain, was reported in grade 6, with NCE gain of 3.2 and a percent 

s additional growth of 42%. Differences among ,the grades are small, however, 
and should not be interpreted to indicate actual" differences in program 
effectiveness at different grade levels without additional information. ^ 
There was great va r rat ion among states on the gains' and pretest standing 
reported. The* range .of reported gain scores tends to decrease over the 
grades, although considerable variation is found -'at all "grade levels. 
Considerable variation also is found among the $tates among the weighted 
mean-pretest scares. Across all States, students^in T*itle I programs have 
a mean NCE percentile equivalent of about* 22 in the elementary grades. 
Since this percentile is^ obtained from a mean value, it is not-- possible 
to determine exactly how 4 ma ny . students fall |bpv.e and below this number, 
but if the distribution of student scores were* normally distributed, half 

•of the students ;would fall above and half below the' mean. Therefore, we 
can roughly estimate that half of the students fall below the 22nd percen-^' 
tile'nationally* Somi^ States , report figures much higher%§r lower than 
this, howfcver.* At grade 2, the lowest mean NCE percentile equivalent was . 
9- and the 'highest was '50. A rough estimate, then,> shows .that in one 
State.about halJ»_of the second grade ^students fell below'the 9th percen- 
tile, while in "another State about half fell bellow the 50th percentile, 
based on students with both pretest and posttest scores.. Clearly, differ- 
ent types of students may be being Served in different States. 
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'-Gains for students tested on a fall-to-spring testing cycle were 
higher than- those for students tested annually, with NGE gains tending 
to decrease across gj;ade levels from a high of 9.4 in gr^de 2 to a .low 
of 3.2 cin grade 11. The percent additional growth index tends to incnease 
ac'ross the grade levels, even though the NCE gains decrease because there 
is a lpwer expected; 'growth rate in the higher . grades^WMe variation in 
gains amd achievement, status were found a'cross grides/and* States for 
students : tested on a fall-to-spring cycle. 

Mathematics . Student^ ^tefSted on an annual testing cyj/le showed modest 
positive gains at all grades except grade 10. The largest gain was reported 
foft grade 6, with an NCE gatrr of 3,9 and a percent additional growth of 
44%. Differences 'among grades arse small and should be- interpreted with 
caution.* Variability among, the States was even* greater for mathematics 
than for reading. There was great variation among* the States in the -gains 
reported, particularly in the elemeTftary grades. * Considerable variatiqnj 
also was found among the weighted mean pretest scores reported by States, 
with, a range at grade 4 from the 8th percentile to theN.9th percentile. 

Gains for .students tested on a ¥al 1-to-spring cycle were, higher than 
L those for students tested annually, wi-th 'NCE gains tending to decrease 
across* the grade levels- from a high of y). 5 ; in grade 2 to a. V>w of 5.3 in 
grade 10. The percent additional', growth , index increases across, grade 
levels even though, the NCE gains decrease because of the lower expected 
growth -rate in the higher grades. Wide variation in gains and achievement 
status were found across the'States for. Students tested faTl-to-spning as 
well as for thos^ntested arinually.- ^ ; 

Language Arts . Far v fewer studerfl&* participated iVslanguage arts' 
programs than in reading ,and mathematics. Students ^sted\on an annual 
testing cycle showed modest positive tjains , through grade v and modest 
Tosses In grades 10 through 12. The size of the gains wasl veVy similar to- 
the size of the reading and rffcthematics gains. As with rebdi/g N and mathe- 
matics, the fall-to-spring gains are larger than the annua regains. "Unlike 
reading and mathematics, however, the pretest scores for the two groups 
are similar. { - * ' 



Table 11 , </, ' " ' 

1979-80* Title I Reading Achievement Results* 
for Students Tested on a full -Year Scliejlule 
(50 States plus the District' of Columbia) > 



Percentile* 



Perc'ent 





Number 










1 ' v . - 


Additional 




Tested 


Pretest 


Posttest 


Gain 


Pretest 


^Posttest 


Growth 


2 


85,019 


-\ 

37.6 


38.6 


1.0 


28 


♦ 29 ' 


0 

. '• 4* 


, 3 


108,708 


34.3 


• 36'. 7 


- 2.4 


• 23 


26 . 


, 37 


- 4 ► 


108,576 


34.7 


36.6 


1.9 


' 23 


26 




5 


112,387 


33.9 


* 36.2 


2.3 


22 


26 . 


. 32 


6 


107,-706 


33.9 


37.2 


3.2 


22 


27 




7 


66,923 


33.9 


35.8 


1.8 


22* 


25 


, - . 31 ' 


8 


58,026 


* *33.6 


35.8 


2.2 . 


22 


25 


■, 9 


30,082 


32^.0 


33.8 


1.8 


20' 


22 


<£ --V58 . 


10 . 


*14,2T5 


30.2 


29.5 


.-0.7- 


: 17. 


' 17 


33k . 




. 8, '5 79 


27.5 


25.3 . 


-2.2 


14 


12 


12 


7,146, 


25-.4 


• 26.8 

r 


1.4 


12 


. 14 



5rT 



Table 12* 

1979-80 Title I Reading- Achievement Results 
for Students Tested on a -Fall -to-Sprjjng Schedule 
(50 States Plus the District of Columbia) 



?. 



.Grade * 


Weighted Normai Curve Equivalent 


Percentile 


Perdent 




Number 












Additional^ 




Tested 


•Pretest 


Posttest 


Gain „ 


Pretest 


Posttest 


Growth 


' 2" 


310,555. 


30.8 


40.2" • 


9.4 


]8 


32 


77 


» 3 


293,909 


28.7 


.36.1 


7.4 


16 


26 


• 90 


4 


270,826 


28.7 


1 35.6 


7.0 


16 


25 


111 . 


5 . 


246,159 


29.4 


35.5 


6.1 • 


16 , 


25 


132 


6 


212,819 


29.7 


. 35.7 


6.0 


17 


25 


158 


7 " 


152,417 


28.8 


, 34.3 


5.5 


16 -' 


23 


124 


• 8 


122,013 


29.0 ' 


' "34.0 


5.0 


16 


22 


113 


9 


66,475 


28.3 


' '33 .5 


5.2; 


15 


22 


163 


• 10. 


36,102- 


28.6 


32.8 


4.2 


16 


>5?*21* 


131. - 


. ii 


17,734 


.27.3 / 


30.5 


3.2 


14 


18 


123 


12 


8,383 


25.6/ 


30.0 - 


4.4 


12 


J<7 * 


133 



18 



Table 13 

197.9-80 Title I Full Year Reaydinq Achievement Results 
Fbr.All Education Agencies With at Least 100-Students Tested 



Grade- Number -? 

* of «'■ 
■States 



Normal -Curve Equivalents 



MTn 



Pretest 
Median 



~MTrT 



Paste st 
Median 



Max 



"MTn 



Ga in 
Median 



Max" 



2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
. 7 
8 
9 
■10 
11 
12 



34. 
31 
33 
32 
33 
26 
23 
15 
10 
8 
8 



22.3 
18.0" 
24.4 
21.1 
21.8 
18.7 
23.2 
22.2 
18.9 
16.5 
14.6 



35.2 

33.3 

31.9 

*50.5 

31.4. 

29.7 

27.7 

29^ 

28.9 

25:2 

23.3 



"49.8 
45.1 
43.9 
44.6 
43.9 
46.3 
44.4- 
42.9- 
44.3 
35.2 
38.0 



28.0 
25.7 
27.7 
24.3 
26.6 
17.9 
24.7 
I6.7 
17.8 
11.5 
15.1 



40. 
35. 
34. 
34. 
35. 
31, 
29. 
32. 
25. 
24. 
26. 



■52.6 

47.2 

46.5' 

46.8 

46.3- 

47.4 

46.7 

46.3 

45.7 

36^ 

37.6 



-3.9 

-1.0' 

-2.5 

-0.1 

-0.7- 

-4.5 

-2.8 

-8.2 

-5,6 

-5:3 

-4.2 



3.1 

2.6 

2.7'. 

3.2 

3.4 

2.0 

2.2 

2.5 

0.2 

0.8 

2.3 



1?.6 
13.0 
8.2" 
9.2 
, 6.7 
6.0 
5.5 
4.8 
3.3 
3.7 
4.8 



Table 14 



1979-8Q Title I Fall -to-Spring Reading Achievement Results for All 
State, Education Agencies With,at° Least 100 Studerits Tested -* 



Grade. Number 
of 

States 



Normal Curve Equivalents 



Pretest* 



% ' Min Median Rax 



Pqsttest ; 
Median Max 



Gain 

Min Mediair Max 



2 


51 


16.4 


• 31.5 


3 


50 


15.1 


29, f 4 


4 


49 


16.0- 


29.3 


5 


48 


. 18.0 


29.5 


• 6 


50 


17.3. 


29.1 


7 


47 


16.6' 


28.5 


8 


46 


14.9 


28.0 




39 


18.6 


27,5. 


10 


35 


17.9 


28.2 


11 


24-* 


9.2 


25.4 


12 •. 


12 


13.9 


26.0 



42. v 0 
37:9 
37.2 
39.5 
36;1 
37.2 
36-. 6 
33.8 
37.9 
33:2 
34.3 



24.7 
26.4' 
25.0 
18.9 
15.4 
22.6 
13.6 
21.8 
22.6 
16.0 
17.6 



• 40.9 
37.2 
36.3 
35.6 
35.0 
34.9 
33.5 
32.9" 
.32.9 
28.'8 
30.2 ' 



49.7 
44. 
44.5' 
43.9 
,43.4 } 
46.7 
40.9 
43.6 
42.8 
39.0 
41.3 



:o 
• 2.6 
% 1.1 

-1.5. 
-1.9 
2.9 
2.4 
- 3.1' 
',-1.2 
' 1.5 
. 0.0 



8.9 
7.6 
7..1 
6.2 
5.9 
5.8 
5.6 
;5.1 
4*7 
2.9 
4.1 



16.0 
13.0 
12.1 
11.8- 
11.1 
9.9 
11.1 

11. a 

11.2 
6.8 
•7.0 



. "* -Table 15 

1979-30 Title I Mathematics? Achievement Results: 
for Students Tested on a vFul 1 -Yea reschedule \ 
J[J50 States plus the DistYict of Columbia),^ 



• 
















Grade 


; Weiqht^j- 


Normal 


Curve Equ,iv.^lent 


, Percentile • 


Percent 


'♦Number 






'"Gain 






Additional 




Tested . 


Pretest 


Posttest"' 


„ . Pretest 


Posttest 


Growth 


2 


50,084 


41.9 


43.0. / 


1.1 


> 35 ' 


? 37 


" i 5 - 


3 


65,407 


39.7 


40.1 


0,4 


31 


32 


M 0.2 


4 


70,637 


37.5 


39.2 


K8 


' . 28 


3b ' 


.15 


5 


71 ,038 


36.6 


39.0 


2.5 


• 26 


.-30 


23 


6 


69,002 


35.4 


39.3 


3.9 


24 


31 


44 ' 


7 


36,268 


34.5 


36.7 


2.2 


t 23 


. 26 


29 


8 


l 29,530 ■ 


34.3 


37.1 


2.8 


23 


i*7 


44 


9 


15,971 


34.6 0 


35.1 


0.5 


. • 23 


. 24 


10 


10 


7,718 


32.9 


31.6 


-1.4 • 


21 ' 


19 


-34 


11 


4,158 


34.9 


35.3 


0.4 


24 


24 . 


11 


1'2 


3,587 


33.8 „ 


34.9 


1.0 


. 22 

* * 


24 


48 



>• 



Tabrle 16 



1 979-80 ^Tf jtle I Mathematics Achievement Results 
for Students Tested on a Fall-to-Spring Schedule 
■ (50 States plus the District of Columbia) 



Grade Weighted 



. Percentile 



Percent 





Number., 
Tested * 


Pretest " 


Posttest 


Gain 


* Pretest 


Posttest 


Additional!. 
Growth 1 


2 ■ 


.124,576 


32.0 


42.6 


10.5 


'20 


36 


88 


3 


137,608 


31. 5 ; - 


40.1 


8.6 




32 


JL. 1 

69 


"4 


147,333 


30.8 


39.8 


, 9,0 


18 


31 


'134' 


5 


136,872 


30.5 


38.7- 




18 


30 . 


115 


6 


■ 119,003 


* ' 30.9 


,38.6 


•7.7 * 


18 


29 . . 


*141 ' 


7 


. 74,807 


. '30.6 


36t9 


.6.3 


" 18 


27 


150 


8 


60,747 


.. 3'0.1 • 


'3Q.3 


6.2 % 


17 


26 * 


184 - " 


9 


28,579 


29.8 . 


35.9 


6.2 


• 17 


'P 


200 . 


' 10 


•12,192 


32.0 


3 7.*. 3 


54 


20 ' 


•$7 


204' ~* , 


11 


5,270 


32.5 


38.1 


5.6 < 


. 20 


'29^ 


311 


'12 


• 2,195' 


30.7 


37.2 


,6.5 . 


.18 ' 


27 *' ' 

• 


658 ' 



20 



Table 1-7 

I 

- \ 9 \ * i i 

% # 1979-80 Title I Full Yfea'r MatheWticS Achievement Results' 
For All State Education Ager^cies* With pt Least 100 Students ^T^sted 



Grade ^Number 

of f Pretest- ' * 

States Min Median "-Max 



Normal Curves Equivalent's 



4* 

^Postttest 



Median Max 



Jain 
Min kedi an 




"Max" 



2 
•3 
• 4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

10 
11 
12 



23 
26 
31 

v-30 
.,.29 
23 
22 
13 
7 
6 
6' 



-25.6 
'22,0 
21.3 
20.7 
22:0 
20.8 
22.2 
22.1 
21.2 
19.2 
19; 7 



.37. 
'35, 
33. 
33. 
32. 
32. 
33. 
29. 
24. 
24. 
27. 



3 

.1 ' 

i 
i 

2 ' 

5* 

2 

9 

3 

2 

0 



48.8 
49. '8 
4.9.2 
49.4 
46.3 
44. L 
46.6 
\47.7 
51.2 
49.2 
50.6' 



6 

5*1.6- 

56.4 

'49.9 

50T.8 

46.3. 

49.2 

48.5 

47v3 

46.2 



10.5 
18.6 
16.7 
14,8j 
10.1 
7.9 
,»715 
• 8.7' 
5.9' 
7.2 
5.9 



m 



Table 18 

• 



1979-80 Title kFall^ta-Sprlhg M&themati^s Achievement Results 
For All Stat e* Edticat ion Agencies With at Least 300 Students Tested 



Grade* Number 



Normal Curve Ecfui valents* 



f 


of 
States 




Pretest 






Po$ttest 




• 


Gaiti 




Min 


Median 


Max 


.Mi n. 


Median 


;Max' 


Min 


Median 


Max 


■ 2 


,44 


15,1 


\t. ■ 

3178 


39.1 


20.8 


41.7 


50.3 " 


to 

2.6 " 


10.3 


23.5 ' 


3 


*. 45 , 


10.7 


31.2 


37.9 


15.5 


• 3^,2 


47.$, 


1.5 


8.4 


15.i . 


• a4 


43 ' 


17.9- 


30. T' 


. 37 .V 


25; 7 


> 39.1 " 


.48,1 


2.6 


> 5 


18.0 * 


5, 


44 


14.6 


31 .0 


38.0 


20.2 


.38.5 147.2 


2*8 


8.3 


15.5 


6 


46' ' 


15.2 


29.6 


43.1 . 


20.5. 


37.8 


-50.0 


2.9 


. .7.6 


14.0 


7 


41 


.9.0 


30.0 


36.4 


22.8 


37...8 •' 


46.2- - 


2.1 


* .6.2 - 


15.2 


8 


' 37 : 


13.3 


""28.7- 


37. 4 


<24i4 


36.1- 


43.6 . 


1.0 


' 6.3 


.18.4 


. '9 


25. 


.20.3 


• 28.9 . 


33.5 


27.2 


33.7 


43.2 


2.0 


-6.].;, 


10.6- 


10 


17 


23.7 


31.1' 


40.2- 


•26.9 


36.6 


44.1 


-0.1 


. - 4.7 . 




-11 


' .'7 


18.5 


-.4:3 3.4-, 


-37.-4 


• 25.5 


40.8 


42.4 


2.3 


5.0»' 




12 


'•'4. 


30.7 


; 3.3.1 


39,6 


l 3i :<t 


39.8 


,43.4- 


0.2 


. '5.2 " 


1 

























-v. - , 




Table 19 



1979-80. Title'^^Tish Language A#s Results- 
for Studies hefted; on a £ulT_-Year Schedule » 
" (50 Stated pii'at^.-Ditstr'ic.t of Columbia) 



'Grade 



? 
3 
4 
5 

7 
8 
9 
10 
IT 
12 



Weighted 

Number 

Tested 



Normal 'Curve-' 



tj'erit 



. Percentile 



4,250 
5,981 
^6,261 
7,055 
7,321 
6,4.15 
5,540 
3,518 
2,318 
1 ,6-18, 
1 ,455 



Pretest. Pos < tte§1 gr'<6ain' Pre'test Posttest* 

7 7 rm ■ — — 



Percent 

Additional 

Growth 



29.5 
30.4 
32.9 
31.8 
32.7 
30.5 
29.3 
28.0 
27^0 
•25.5 
23.3 



3U 

3% . . 
3 3 .^o Q ' 
33 X * 
34.9 • 
32.8' 
32-i 
.28*4 ' 
25.6 
22.9 



1-.9 

.0~7 
1.'5 
. 2.3" 
* 2.3 

; 2.8 

0-.4 
vl .4- 
-2.6. 
'-0,6 



17. 

:js* 

21 
. 19 
21 
18-i 
f(T 
.15 
14 
12 
10 



.19 
'20 
22 
22 
24 
' 21 
'20 
15 
12 
10 
JO ' 



Mo 

14 
17 
14 
45' 
44 
•43 
13. 
-27 
-48 
-22 



"Table 20 . • 

• » •>, >' 

1979-80 Title. I EngT.ijsh Language Arts Results * 
for Students Tested on a Fall-to-Spring Schedule, 
C50 States plus Vg^pistricf of Calumbiaf 



Grade Weighted Normal Cu'e,\^, Equivalent 

Number ' * 

Tested Pretest Posttest' Gain 



Percenti 1 e 



Percent 
Additional 



Pretest • Posttest -Growth" 



2 
3 
4 

;5 

6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

•11 
12 



13,655 
13,159 
12,710 
12,810 
.12,542 
• 9,753 
8,809 
4,951 
^3,111 
1,740 
923 



34.5 

32.4 

32.6 

33.6 

33.5; 

29.0" 

30;5 

30.0 

28.4 

27.6. 

27.2 



4i.5 ; 

40-..5- .-. 
39v4^ — \ 

40\2. '/• 
34.2 .-■ 

33 -' 9 *> a .- 
34.7 *. 

32,9 "* 

31.2'. 

30.4 : 



6.9 

£.0 

6% 8 

5.8. 

•6.7 

5.2 

3.4. 

4.7 

4.5 

3.6 

3.2* 



23 


34 


64 


20. * 


.33 


90 


20 


31 


. 113 


22* 


31 


• '87 


22 


>,32- v 


203 


16 


I 23 


179 


' 18" • 


22 


85 


17 


23 ' 


235 


••'15 - 


*. 21 / 


- ,127 


. 14 


19 /. 


.? .109 




18/ 


160 



Distribution of Full Year Mathematics Mean NCE Scores for States 
With at Least TOO' Students Tested 



Grade 



PretestyiWcentile, 



Number* 

of. <T5th" 

States N (j) . N (j) » N (j) N 



15.1 -25th 



25.1 -40th. >40th 



<15tF 



Posttest Percentile 
15. l-25th 25.1 -40th' 



>40th 



(*) ' N (*) N (S) 



NCE Sain 

0,0-3.5 • •: 




6-7.0 > 7v0- 



2 


23 


'3 


° 26. 


*4 « 


31 


• 5 


30 


6 


29 


7 


23 


• 


22 




>13 


10 


1 


n 


6 


12 


• 6 



3.(13) , 

4 (15). . 

5 (19) 
7 (23) 

7 ( 24 U 

6 [2Br 

4 H| ) 

.4 (3% 
4 (57) - 

4 (67) 
3 (50) 



•7 (30) 

11 (42) 

16 (52) 
15 (50) • 

17 (59) 
V (48), , 
$0 (45) 
>6 (46) 
1 1 (H) 

or ( o) 

i (17) 



7 (30) 

8 (31) 



(10) 
(17) 
( 7) 

(1 7) 

P23> 

(14) 
(17) 
(17). 



(26) 
(12) 
(19) 
(10) 
(10) 

9) 
14) 
(15) 
(14) 
(17) 
1- (17) 



6 
3 
6 
3 
3 
2 
3 
2 
1 
1 



0 

P 
-1 
2 
0 
4 
2 
3 
4 
4 
3 



0)' 5 (22) 

0) 6 (23) 

'3) 13 (42) 

7)' 12 (40) 

0) 12 (41) 

7 (30) 
9.(41) 

6 (46) 



17) 
9) 
23) . 
57) 

67). 
50) . 



2 (29) 
0 ( 0) 
1(17) 



4 (17). 


U (61) 


3 1 


11 (42) 


79/ (35) 


5 


8 (26) 


9.(29) 


4 ( 


7 (23) 


9 (30) 


2 i 


J2 (41) 


5 (1,7) 


O.i 


8 (35) 


4 (17) 


3 i 


"5" (23) 


6 (27) 


3 I 


2 <15> 


2 (15) , 


4 i 


0 -( .0) 


1 (14) 


4 1 


1 (17) 


1 (17) 


• 2 | 


0 ( 0) 


2 (23) 


2 



(39) 4 
(35) 4 fl5) 
(39-M (13) 



07)' 
fl 



(27) 6 
(55) 4 

(35) 1 
(18)- 1 
(15) 1 
(14) > ( 0) 
|0) 1 (17) 
P3) 0 ( 0) 



(20 

(if 

( 4) 
( 5) 
( 8) 



Table 24 



distribution of Fall to Spring Mathematics Mean NCE Scores for 
1 ■■- ' . ' ' With at Least 100 Students, Tested 

* • . c 



States 



Grade dumber -- ' ■ Pretest Percentile 

<_of ' Yl5th 1 5.1 -25th 25.1 -40th >40th~ <J 5th _ 

^ States B (%) N (%) N~ (%> N (%) N (%) • N» (%) N" (%) N (%) N (%) N (%)* N (%) N (%) 



Posttest Percentile 
15.1 -25th 



NCE Gain 
0.0-3.5 3.6-7.0 >7.0' 



2.5.K40th >.40th <TT07 



' 2 


44 


14 (32) 


25 (SI) 


5 


(11) 


0:(0) 


-1 


3. 


45 


' 10 (22) 


32 (71) 


3 


( 7) 


0 (0)£T 


2 


4 


43 


13 (30) 


27 (63)* 


3~ 


(•7). 

(, D 


0 (0) t 


1 


5 


44 


' 15 (34) 


26 (59) 


3«" 


0 (0) 


2 


. 6 


46 


17 (37) 


25 (54). 


*3 


(,7). 


1 (2) • 


-3 


7 


41 


' 14 (34) 


25 (61) 


2 


(5) 


0 (0) . 


1 


. 8 


37 


13 (35) 
11 (44)'' 


21 (SIX 


3 


( 8). 


0'(0) 


3 


» 9 


*25 


14 (56)". 


o • 


( or 


9 (or- ; 


3 


10 


«$l ' 


. 8 4,7) 


6 (35> 


3 


(18) 


o CP.) 


1 


1.1 


7 


3 (43) 


« 2 (29). 


2 


(29) 


0 (0) 


1 


12 


4 ■ 


> , 0(0) 


3 (75) 


1. 


(25). 


- 0(0). 


,o 



•2) 
4) 
2) 
5) 

7) 
2) 
8) 

12) 
6) 

14) 



11 



7 (16), 

8 (18) 
8 (.19) 

(25) 
15 C33) 
17 (41) 
(41) 
(44.) 
(29) 
(29) 



15 
11 

. 5 
2 



0) PW25) 



12 (27) 

20 (44) 
19 '(44) 

21 (48) 

13 (28) 
18 (44) 
16 (43) 
10 (40) 

8 47) 
(29) 
(50) 



2 
2 



24 (55) 
15 (33) 
14 (33) 
10 (23) 
J5 (33) 
5 (12) 

w 

[%« 

(18). 
(29) 
(25) 



3 
1 
3 
2 
1 



0 (0) 2* 
0 (0)- 2 
0 (0) \ 
0 (0) J 
2 
2 
2 
3 



0 (0) 

0 (o) 

0 (0) 

0 (0) 

1 (6 1 
0 (0) 1 
0 (0) .1 



9 

2) 
2) 
4) 
5 
5 

12) 
6) 
14) 
25) 



4(9) 

12 (27) 

8 (19) 
11 (25). 
15 (33) 
23 (56) 
20 (54) 

13 (52) 

9 (53) 
5 (71) 
2 (50) 



38 (86) 

-31 (69) 

34 (79) 

,32 (73) 
29' (63) 

16 (39 

15 (41) 



(36) 
(35) 
(14) 
(25) 



t 

ro 
to 



* ERLC 



23- 



9 1 



Table 21 



Grade 



Distribution of, FuM Year. Reading Mean.NCE Scores for' States .# 
. * v ' With at Least 100 Students Tested 



Uumber Pretest Perce ntile" 

of <15th 15.1 -25th' -25 J -40th 
States 



Posttest Percentile 
<15th 1 5.1-25th 25.1-40th >40th 1 
~F7 (%) N (%) N ■(%) 



K (%) N (%Y 




<0.0 



. *NCE Gai 
0.0-3.5 



n*- 

5.6-7.0 



N (%) N (-%) N (%) 



2 
' 3 

.4 

5 
"6 

7: 

3 

9 
10 
11 
12 



34 
31 
33 
32 
33 
26 
23 
15 
10 
8 
' 8 



4 (12) 
■6 (19) 

6 (18) 
'. 9 (28) 

6 (18) 
11 ' (42) 
T2 ]52) 

5 (33) 

5 (50) 

6 (75). 
5 (63) 



15 '(44f 
14 (45) 
20 (61) 

16 (50) 
22 (67) 
11 (42) 

7 (30) 
7 (47) 
4 (40) 
2 (25) 
2 (25) 



*9 (26) 

13 (42) 
18 (55) 
15 t47) 

14 (42) 
13 (50) 

-11 (48) 
7 (47) 
3 (30) 
1 (13) 
2,(25) 



11 (32) 

12 (39) 
(27) 
(28) 
(33) 
(12) 
(13) 
(13) 
( 0) 
(13) 
(13) 



9 
9 
11 
3 
3 
2 
0 
1 

'l 



13 (38) 
(13) 
( 9) 
(13) 
02) 
2 ( 8) 
«■(" 9) 
2 (13) 
1 (10) 
0 ( 0) 
0 ( 0) 



(15)~ 
(10). 
(12). 

('37. 
( 3) 

hn 

( 9) 
4.(27) 
5< (50)' 
3 (38) 
2 {25) . 



19 (61.) 

17 (52 

.17 (53) 

16 (48) 

.17 65 6 (23V 

19 183) 2 (- 9) 

7 (47) 4 (27). 



9 (26) 
7 .(.23) 
10 (30),* 
13\(41),, 
16^(48)- 
6 
2 
4 



5- (50 
4 (50) 
4 (50) 



0 ( 01 

1 (13)- 
,2 (25) 



6,(>8) 
2^6) 

2 ; :( 6) 
r(»3) 
0 (. 0) 
o- ( 0), 
0 ( 0) 
0 ( 0) 

o ( o) 

0.(0) 
0. ( .0) 



* 

t 


^ "{able. 22. 

v. 











1 


Distribution of Fa>ll to 1 Spring Reading Mean NCE Scores for States 
With at Least lpO Students Tested 


V: 






Grade Number 


Pretest Percentile * Posttest Percentile < 




NCE Gain 






of 


<15th 15.1 -25th 25.1 -40th >40th <1 5th 15.1 -25th 25.1 -40th. >40th 


<0.0 


0.0-*3.5' 


3.6-7.0- 


>7.0 


Statefc 


N {%) N (i) N [%)' hi (%} H'(t) N (%) N (t) 


n (ty 


>' M-(i) 


N (t) 


N (%) 



2 


51 


3 


- 50 


4 


49 


5" 


48 


6 


50 


7 ' 


47 


8 


46 


9 


39 


10 


. 35 


11 


24 


12 





12 (23) 
19 (38) 
"21,(43) 
19^(40) 

21 (42) 

23 (49) 

24 (52)- 
23 (59) 
18 (51)* 
17 (71) 

• 9 (75) 



32 (63) 

28 (56) 

24 (49) 

25 (52)' 
'27 54) 
21 (45) 
21 (46) 
16 (41) 
.1.6 (46) 

7 (29) 

3 (25) 




1 

2 
4 

3- 
2 
4- 
6 
8 

10 
12 
4 



'{ 2.) 
( 4) 
( 8) 
( 6) 
( 4) 
( 9) 
(13) 
(21) 
(29) 
(50) 
(33) 



9 (18) 

20 (40). 

20 (41) 

22 (46) 

26 (52) 

25 (53) 

25 (54) 

22 (56) 

18 (51) 

10 (42) 

• 6 (50) 



16 
20 
14 
15 
18 
.14 
15 
7 
5 
2 
1 



(31) ■ 
40) 
(29) 

(3D 

(36).. 

(30). 

<18) 
(14)- 
( 8) 
( 8) . 



25 (49) 

8. (16)' 
11 (22) 

.8 (17) 

4 ,( gy 

4T( 9) 

0 % 0) 
2 ( 5) ; 
2 ( 6) 
0*( 0) 

1 ( 8) 



r 



0 

0 (0) 

0 (0) 
-1 (2) 

1 (2) 

-.-~0 (0) 

v 0 (0) 

: 0 (0J, 

:o (o) 




5 (.42) 



7 04) 

19 (38) 

22 (45) 

'27 (56) 

31 (62) 

31 (66) 

32 (70.)- 

33 (85 
22J63) 
11 (46) 

7 (58) 
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